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Introduction
By Alessandro Capone Department of Cognitive Science University of Messina It seems to me that the topic of indirect reports is of great importance and has the potential for considerably changing linguistics, by stressing the importance of societal pragmatics and of a dialogic perspective on language. The fact that an indirect report is normally the host of two voices, the reporter and the reported speaker, which normally blend but which it is the task of the hearer/reader to separate, whenever possible, means that indirect reports are the key to a dialogical perspective on language. Minimally, an indirect report is the compression of a minidialogue; hence, inquiring into this topic amounts to inquiring into polyphony. The topic of indirect reports is pretty broad. It includes belief reports and 'de se' attitude ascriptions as special cases of indirect reports (as pointed out in Capone 2016). Furthermore, one who undertakes to study this topic has to inquire into the issue of language games (as pointed out in Capone 2016), a chapter of Wittgensteinian linguistics and, at the same time, of societal pragmatics. I have also noticed that the connection between direct and indirect reports has to be pursued seriously and not only because there are cases of mixed indirect reports, parts of which are marked by the grammatical device of quotation marks. Even when there are no explicit quotation marks, the issue of blending of direct and indirect discourse arises. I would normally take indirect reports to be mixed reports where the quotation marks are provided implicitly. Anyway, this is an idea which has to be pursued and explored carefully. The very idea of polyphony, which I have embraced in Capone (2016), seems to lead in the direction of merging the issue of direct and indirect reports. In any case, it is good to have some studies that directly explore the connection between direct and indirect reports. Are the differences more important than the similarities? Is opacity semantic in direct reports while it is pragmatic in indirect reports? These are important questions, awaiting solid answers. v It may be promising to see whether the mechanisms of indirect reports can be very different in the world languages. How can the study of individual languages bear on the understanding of the social praxis of indirect reports? This is the crucial question we ask in this book and which our numerous authors, familiar with one or more different languages, have tried to answer. I am aware that what we have found out is only the tip of the iceberg and that further work has to be solicited in this area. We are adamant that working in a collaborative spirit can advance our understanding of indirect reports more and more. It is good to have authors coming from at least two teams: philosophy of language and linguistics. This interdisciplinary character of the research is likely to be fruitful in the long term.
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